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Workplace training is a key strategy often used by organisations to optimise
performance. Further, trainee motivation is a key determinant of the degree to
which the material learned in a training programme will be transferred to the
workplace, enhancing the performance of the trainee. This study investigates the
relationship between several components of the Revised Human Resource
Development (HRD) Evaluation and Research Model. This model provides a
framework for diagnosing and understanding the causal influences of HRD inter-
vention outcomes on training effectiveness. Data were obtained from an online
questionnaire completed by 105 employees of various organisations. Findings
revealed that affective organisational commitment, job involvement and utility
perceptions are predictors of motivation to learn and transfer learning. An inter-
action effect was found, with increased affective organisational commitment pre-
dicting greater motivation to learn when training was of lower perceived utility.
These findings suggest that the design and delivery of training should emphasise
the relevance and utility of the programme in order to encourage greater trainee
motivation and maximise return on investment. Additionally, implementing strat-
egies aimed at promoting organisational commitment would appear beneficial.
Keywords: learning theory; workplace learning; vocational education &
training; organisations; education & training assessment
Introduction
The provision of employee training and development is one of the key strategies
implemented by Australian organisations to optimise their performance and
productivity (Balut and Culha 2010; Bhatti and Kaur 2009). Resources are invested
in training activities to encourage employees to develop job-specific knowledge,
skills, attitudes and behaviour (Smith 1998). To ensure a return on this investment,
it is imperative that the training achieves the desired outcomes. Consequently, a
great deal of research focus has been directed toward identifying the factors that
affect the acceptability of training by workers and the ability to learn (Esfandagheh,
Harris, and Oreyzi 2012; Madera, Steele, and Beir 2011). Researchers have also
attempted to formulate theoretical frameworks specifying the relationships between
causative factors and training outcomes (e.g. Colquitt, Le Pine, and Noe 2000;
Smith et al. 2008).
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The Revised Human Resource Development (HRD) Evaluation and Research
Model devised by Holton (2005) is a model that has found support in the literature
as providing a valid and reliable approach to determining training effectiveness. This
model, displayed in Figure 1, was developed from the empirical evidence available
at the time and built upon the proposition that for training to be considered effective,
the training material must be learned, and this learned material must be transferred
to the work environment through appropriate behaviour.
Three outcomes of training effectiveness are outlined in the HRD model:
learning, individual performance and organisational performance. It is postulated
that these outcome domains are influenced by factors relating to motivation, ability
and the environment. Further, Holton specified secondary influences, such as
personality traits, that directly and indirectly affect outcome dimensions. One of the
key components of this particular model, which affects both learning and
performance, is Motivation to Improve Work through Learning (MTIWL).
MTIWL is considered to consist of the motivation to learn (the desire to learn
the content of the training programme) and the motivation to transfer learning (the
desire to use the knowledge and skills mastered in the training programme on the
job) (Holton 2005; Naquin and Holton 2003). Motivation is necessary for training
effectiveness (Naquin and Holton 2003). The more motivated a trainee is, the more
likely he or she is to reap the intended training benefits (Noe and Wilk 1993).
Similarly, trainees with inadequate motivation are likely to experience difficulty in
mastering the training content and demonstrating the desired level of skill (Cheng
and Ho 2001a), and as such, this can result in low return on investment for
organisations (Gegenfurtner et al. 2009).
Trainee motivation is a key determinant of the degree to which the material
learned in a training programme will be transferred to the workplace, enhancing the
Personality traits
Conscientiousness 
Neuroticism 
Openness to experience 
Goal orientation 
Locus of controlSecondary influences
Job attitudes
Organizational commitment 
Job involvement 
Performance self-efficacy 
Learner readiness
Motivation
Motivation to Improve Work through Learning (MTIWL)
Motivation to Learn 
Motivation to Transfer 
Transfer Effort  Performance 
Performance  Outcomes 
Expected Utility/Return on 
Investment 
Environment
Perceptions
Utility Perceptions 
Behavioral Intentions 
Feedback 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Support 
Openness to Change 
Personal Outcomes – Positive 
Personal Outcomes – Negative 
Supervisor Sanctions 
External Events 
Outcomes Organizational Per formance Individual Per formance Learning 
Ability Learning Design Ability 
Content Validity 
Transfer Design 
Personal Capacity to Transfer 
Opportunity to Use 
Linkage to Organization Goals 
Figure 1. Holton’s revised HRD evaluation and research model (Holton 2005, 51).
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performance of the trainee (e.g. Chiaburu and Marinova 2005; Holton, Bates, and
Ruona 2000; Noe 1986; Warr, Allan, and Birdi 1999). The intention to transfer
learning from the training context back to the job is also crucial in ensuring effective
training. This process plays a key role in the existing models of transfer of learning
(Baldwin and Ford 1988; Colquitt, Le Pine, and Noe 2000; Foxon 1993; Holton
2005; Holton, Bates, and Ruona 2000; Noe 1986).
Research on the impact of motivation in the training context supports its
importance in optimising training success. For example, in a meta-analysis con-
ducted by Colquitt, Le Pine, and Noe (2000), as well as in a study conducted by
Cheng and Ho (2001b), motivation to learn significantly correlated with transfer of
learning. Research conducted by Liebermann and Hoffmann (2008) also showed that
motivation to transfer learning had a positive impact on transfer. Further, a study by
Warr, Allan, and Birdi (1999) also showed that the reported post-training
competence of trainees was predicted by their learning motivation. In summary, it is
widely accepted that motivation affects learning and performance after controlling
for individual differences (Tannenbaum and Yukl 1992; Tracey et al. 2001).
However, an individual’s MTIWL cannot be expected to remain constant across
all training settings. Rather, the motivation experienced by a trainee is likely to be
affected by a range of other factors related to the design of the training, the work
environment and trainee characteristics (Chiaburu and Tekleab 2005; Ford and Noe
1987; Tracey et al. 2001). Indeed, the unstable nature of motivation is accounted for
in Holton’s (2005) model, with a range of factors likely to influence the degree of
motivation experienced by the trainee identified. Among these factors are job
attitudes, specifically organisational commitment and job involvement.
Organisational commitment is defined as a psychological state arising from an
individual’s attitudes toward the organisation in which they work (Allen and Meyer
1990). It consists of three components: affective (psychological attachment),
normative (perceived obligation to stay) and continuance (perceived need to stay,
due to high cost of leaving; Allen and Meyer 1990). Job involvement has been
described as an employee’s psychological identification with their job (Blau 1985).
The premise behind the inclusion of these two forms of job attitudes in Holton’s
(2005) model is that individuals with positive job attitudes are more willing to
participate in training that leads to good outcomes for the organisation, and in turn,
show greater motivation to apply their learning in the workplace (Holton 2005; Noe
1986).
Thus, Holton’s (2005) model suggests that job attitudes will assist in predicting
the degree of motivation demonstrated by a trainee and consequently their
subsequent learning and transfer of learning. This is consistent with other models of
transfer of learning and a large body of existing research (Baldwin and Ford 1988;
Carlson et al. 2000; Cheng and Ho 2001a; Holton, Bates, and Ruona 2000; Noe
1986; Noe and Schmitt 1986; Tracey et al. 2001).
Interestingly, research exploring the relationship between job attitudes and
motivation has provided mixed results. While some research has pointed to a
relationship between organisational commitment and motivation (Cunningham and
Mahoney 2004; Facteau et al. 1995; Naquin and Holton 2003; Orpen 1999; Seyler
et al. 1998) and between job involvement and motivation (Naquin and Holton 2003;
Orpen 1999; Tracey et al. 2001), other research studies have failed to do so (Cheng
and Ho 2001b; Colquitt, Le Pine, and Noe 2000; Mathieu, Tannenbaum, and Salas
1992). Unfortunately, further research exploring the role of job attitudes in the train-
608 K. von Treuer et al.
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ing context is scarce (Colquitt, Le Pine, and Noe 2000). Therefore, owing to the
inconclusive findings so far, further examination of job attitudes as predictors of suc-
cessful learning and transfer through MTIWL is warranted (Colquitt, Le Pine, and
Noe 2000; Holton 2005).
Another component of Holton’s (2005) model that has been hypothesised to
play a role in the training context is utility perceptions or reactions. This con-
struct has been defined as ‘an individual’s attitudes towards the usefulness of
training programmes’ (Ford and Noe 1987, 42). Within Holton’s model, utility
perceptions are thought to have an impact on learning outcomes. However, it
has been suggested that the relationship between utility perceptions, learning and
also learning transfer is relatively weak (Alliger et al. 1997). The failure of pre-
vious results (Noe and Schmitt 1986) to link this construct to such outcomes of
training effectiveness may be due to its proposed relationship with learning. It
is possible that this variable influences learning indirectly through MTIWL rather
than directly, a relationship that is not reflected in Holton’s current theoretical
model.
Intuitively, it would seem that the greater the perceived utility of training, the
higher an individual’s level of motivation to learn the material and transfer this
learning to the work environment. Tan, Hall, and Boyce (2003) have stated,
‘ reaction measures may indicate the trainee’s motivation to learn’ (398). Further,
Noe and Schmitt (1986) have suggested that when training is perceived to consist of
knowledge and skills that will assist the trainee in dealing with work demands and
issues, the trainee will exhibit greater motivation to transfer such learning to the
workplace. In their review article, Bhatti and Kaur (2010) concluded that motivation
to training transfer is affected by trainees’ reactions. In fact, Ruona et al. (2002)
found that utility reactions significantly predicted motivation to transfer although
with lesser impact. These findings warrant an exploration of the relationship between
utility perceptions or reactions and MTIWL.
While Holton’s (2005) model does not specify a relationship between utility
perceptions and MTIWL, it also does not predict a relationship between this variable
and job attitudes. Previous research exploring the relationship between utility
perceptions and job attitudes is scarce. It is possible that utility perceptions may act
as a moderating variable between job attitudes and MTIWL. Mathieu, Tannenbaum,
and Salas (1992) found that trainee reactions act as both moderators and mediators
of various training variables. As such, trainees who hold positive job attitudes may
express a greater motivation to learn and transfer learning when they perceive the
training to be useful for on-the-job performance. In contrast, when training is
perceived as being unrelated to workplace requirements, motivation may reduce,
regardless of the strength of the trainee’s positive job attitudes. Additionally, when
trainees hold less positive job attitudes, they may still express high motivation to
learn and transfer learning if they perceive the training to be useful for workplace
performance.
The purpose of the present study is to investigate whether a relationship exists
between job attitudes (affective organisational commitment and job involvement) and
MTIWL (motivation to learn and motivation to transfer learning) and whether this
relationship varies according to the perceived utility of the training. The following
hypotheses were built:
Journal of Vocational Education and Training 609
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H1: There would be a direct relationship between affective organisational commitment, job
involvement and utility perceptions, and motivation to learn as well as motivation to
transfer learning.
H2: The effect of affective organisational commitment on motivation to learn would be
moderated by utility perceptions, with a stronger effect anticipated with more positive
utility perceptions.
H3: The effect of affective organisational commitment on motivation to transfer learning
would be moderated by utility perceptions, with a stronger moderation anticipated with
more positive utility perceptions.
H4: The effect of job involvement on motivation to learn would be moderated by utility
perceptions with a stronger effect anticipated with more positive utility perceptions.
H5: The effect of job involvement on motivation to transfer learning would be moderated
by utility perceptions, with a stronger effect anticipated with more positive utility per-
ceptions.
Method
Participants
The 105 participants comprised 72 (69%) females and 33 (31%) males, aged from
18 to over 60 years. The distribution of ages was skewed with 48% of the
participants aged between 18 and 29 years. The remaining 52% were aged 30 years
and above. Of the 105 participants, 27% worked in the health and community sector.
An additional 18% worked in the education sector, 10% provided personal and other
services, 12% worked in retail trade and 6% worked in communication services.
The remaining 27% were evenly distributed across the remaining industries. The
majority (68%) of respondents were in full-time employment, while 32% of the
participants worked part time. Further, 73% of respondents were employed on a
permanent basis and the remaining 27% were employed on a casual basis. The type
of training those participants had recently completed which they referred to
included: equal employment opportunity training, health and safety, leadership and
change management recruitment and selection training and technical ( job specific)
training.
Materials
The questionnaire consisted of four sections designed to collect demographic
information and investigate training motivation, job attitudes and participant charac-
teristics. Demographic information included age, gender, country of birth, country of
work, industry, level of employment and size of organisation. The three component
conceptualisation of organisational commitment (Allen and Meyer 1990) was used
to measure organisational commitment. This 24-item inventory measures affective,
normative and continuance commitment. Participants responded to each statement
by rating their level of agreement on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from
‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ . This inventory was chosen because of its
reportedly high reliability.
610 K. von Treuer et al.
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Job involvement was measured using the 27-item Perceptions of Workplace
Involvement scale, adapted from the Work Environment Scale (Moos 1994). Par-
ticipants were required to rate each item as either ‘True’ or ‘False’ . Motivation to
learn and motivation to transfer learning scales were adapted from the ‘Training
Attitudes Inventory’ and the ‘School Administrator Descriptive Survey’ (Noe and
Schmitt 1986) and were used to measure training motivation and perceive utility
of training. These inventories were chosen owing to their strong Cronbach’s alpha
levels.
Motivation to learn was measured by 11 items, and motivation to transfer
learning was assessed with further seven items. Each item relating to training moti-
vation was rated on an 11 point Likert scale (0 = strongly disagree, 11 = strongly
agree). Participants were asked to answer these questions with a specific training
programme in mind.
Procedure
Following ethics approval, the plain language statement and questionnaire were
uploaded on the university’s web server. This study used a convenient sample of
participants who were recruited by initially contacting colleagues and associates of
the researchers. All those invited to participate were also requested to invite their
colleagues and associates to participate in the study; hence participant recruitment
relied on the ‘snow-ball’ effect. Participants were notified of the research study and
invited to complete an online questionnaire via electronic mail. Fifty Australian
organisations involved in training and development were also contacted via
electronic mail and informed of the study. These organisations were randomly
selected from a list available on the National Training Information Services website.
The contact person at each of these organisations was requested to forward the
invitation to any staff members or clients who might be interested in the research
and eligible to participate in the study. In total, 110 questionnaires were received. Of
these participants, 105 returned useable responses.
Results
Missing data were replaced with scale mean scores before conducting the analyses.
Planned analysis was used to investigate the relationship between job attitudes
(affective organisational commitment and job involvement), utility perceptions and
MTIWL (motivation to learn and motivation to transfer learning).
Table 1. Correlations (r) between affective organisational commitment, utility perceptions,
motivation to learn and motivation to transfer learning.
1 2 3 4 5
1. Affective organisational commitment 1.00
2. Job Involvement .613** 1.00
3. Utility perceptions .297** .268** 1.00
4. Motivation to learn .384** .343** .708** 1.00
5. Motivation to transfer learning .365** .275** .768** .814** 1.00
**Significant correlation at p < .01.
Journal of Vocational Education and Training 611
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The first hypothesis stated that there would be a direct relationship between
affective organisational commitment, job involvement, and utility perceptions and
motivation to learn and motivation to transfer learning. This hypothesis was
investigated using bivariate Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients. The
results are displayed in Table 1.
Each of the independent variables displayed significant positive correlations with
the dependent variables. These results suggest that fairly strong relationships exist
between the independent and dependent variables.
The remaining hypotheses were examined by initially testing for interaction
effects. This involved computing interaction variables by calculating the cross
product of standardised scores of the predictor variables for each hypothesis. The
findings of these correlations indicated that there was no multicollinearity between
any of the variables, which would have been made evident by correlations > .90
(Tabachnik and Fidell 1996). Similarly, none of the variables appeared to be
redundant. Based on these findings, standard multiple regressions were performed
between the independent and dependent variables. The interaction variables were
also entered as predictors. The results of these analyses are discussed further
according to the hypotheses.
Affective organisational commitment as a predictor of motivation to learn
The second hypothesis stated that the relationship between affective organisational
commitment and motivation to learn would be moderated by utility perceptions,
with a stronger effect predicted with more positive utility perceptions.
Both affective organisational commitment and utility perceptions displayed
moderate but significant correlations with motivation to learn: .38 and .71,
respectively. The interaction variable (affective organisational commitment x utility
perceptions) was found to correlate significantly with motivation to learn (r = −.247,
p < .01).
The results of the multiple regression are presented in Table 2. R for regression
was significantly different from zero, F(3101) = 42.452, p = .000. This model
explains 54.5% of the variance in motivation to learn.
Affective organisational commitment and utility perceptions made a significant
unique contribution to the participants’ motivation to learn. There was also a
significant interaction effect (β = −.156, p = .025), indicating that utility perceptions
Table 2. Results of linear regression using motivation to learn as the dependent variable
and affective organisational commitment, utility perceptions and the interaction variable as
the predictor variables.
Variable B Std. Error β Sig.
Affective organisational commitment .538 .198 .188 .008**
Utility perceptions 4.548 .528 .614 .000**
Interaction −2.851 1.251 −.156 .025*
**Significant result at p < .01.
*Significant result at p < .05.
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moderated the effect of affective organisational commitment on an individual’s
motivation to learn. Interestingly, this suggests that when training is perceived to be
of little use or relevance for work performance, individuals with greater
organisational commitment are still motivated to learn. The interaction effect is
displayed in Figure 2.
Affective organisational commitment as a predictor of motivation to transfer
learning
The third hypothesis stated that the effect of affective organisational commitment on
motivation to transfer learning would be moderated by utility perceptions, with a
stronger effect predicted with more positive utility perceptions.
Both affective organisational commitment and utility perceptions displayed
moderate but significant correlations with motivation to transfer learning: .37 and .77
respectively. The interaction variable (affective organisational commitment × utility
perceptions) was found to correlate significantly with motivation to transfer learning
(r = −.271, p < .01).
The results of the linear regression are presented in Table 3. R for regression was
significantly different from zero, F(3101) = 54.220, p < .000. This model explains
60.6% of the variance in motivation to transfer learning.
Table 3. Results of linear regression using motivation to transfer learning as the dependent
variable and affective organisational commitment, utility perceptions and the interaction
variable as the predictor variables.
Variable B Std. Error β Sig.
Affective organisational commitment .264 .115 .149 .023*
Utility perceptions 3.236 .305 .703 .000**
Interaction −.966 .724 −.085 .185
**Significant result at p < .01.
*Significant result at p < .05.
Figure 2. The interaction effect between utility perceptions and affective organisational
commitment in the prediction of motivation to learn.
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The predictor variables, affective organisational commitment and utility
perceptions made a significant unique contribution to the participants’ motivation to
learn. However, there was no significant interaction effect.
Job involvement as a predictor of motivation to learn
The fourth hypothesis stated that the effect of job involvement on motivation to
learn would be moderated by utility perceptions, with a stronger effect predicted
with more positive utility perceptions.
Both job involvement and utility perceptions displayed significant moderate
correlations with motivation to learn: .34 and .71, respectively. The interaction
variable (job involvement × utility perceptions) was found to correlate significantly
with the dependent variable motivation to learn (r = −.21, p < .05).
The results of the linear regression are presented in Table 4. R for regression was
significantly different from zero, F(3101) = 38.616, p = .000. This model explains
52.0% of the variance in employee motivation to learn.
The results show that job involvement and utility perceptions made a significant
unique contribution to the participants’ motivation to learn. However, there was no
significant interaction effect.
Job involvement as a predictor of motivation to transfer learning
The final hypothesis stated that the effect of job involvement on motivation to
transfer learning would be moderated by utility perceptions, with a stronger effect
predicted with more positive utility perceptions.
Both job involvement and utility perceptions displayed moderate but significant
correlations with motivation to transfer learning: .28 and .77, respectively. The
interaction variable (job involvement × utility perceptions) was found to correlate
significantly with motivation to transfer learning (r = −.14, p < .05).
The results of the linear regression are presented in Table 5. R for regression was
significantly different from zero, F(3101) = 49.475, p = .000. This model explains
58.3% of the variance in employee motivation to transfer learning.
Table 4. Results of linear regression using motivation to learn as the dependent variable
and job involvement, utility perceptions and the interaction variable as the predictor vari-
ables.
Variable B Std. Error β Sig.
Job involvement .231 .111 .149 .040*
Utility perceptions 4.858 .524 .656 .000**
Interaction −1.639 1.306 −.087 .213
**Significant result at p < .01.
*Significant result at p < .05.
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Utility perceptions were the only predictor that made a significant unique
contribution to the participants’ motivation to transfer learning. There was no
evidence of a direct effect of job involvement on motivation to transfer learning and
no interaction effect.
Discussion
The purpose of the present study was to determine whether relationships existed
between affective organisational commitment and job involvement and motivation to
learn and motivation to transfer learning and to examine whether these relationships
varied according to utility perceptions. The findings presented here support the first
hypothesis, which predicts a direct relationship between affective organisational com-
mitment, job involvement and utility perceptions with motivation to learn and motiva-
tion to transfer learning. The second hypothesis, which states that the effect of
organisational commitment on motivation to learn would be moderated by utility per-
ceptions, with a stronger effect anticipated with more positive utility perceptions, was
also partly supported. However, the findings suggest that increased affective organisa-
tional commitment predicts greater motivation to learn when there are less positive
utility perceptions rather than more positive utility perceptions. The final three
hypotheses were unsupported, with no moderating effect of utility perceptions on: (a)
the relationship between affective organisational commitment and motivation to trans-
fer learning, (b) the relationship between job involvement and motivation to learn or
(c) the relationship between job involvement and motivation to transfer learning.
The relationship between job attitudes and MTIWL
Consistent with the findings of previous research and the various models of transfer
of learning (e.g. Baldwin and Ford 1988; Carlson et al. 2000; Cheng and Ho 2001a;
Holton 2005; Noe and Schmitt 1986; Tracey et al. 2001), affective organisational
commitment and job involvement displayed significant, positive correlations with
MTIWL. This may suggest that the trainees who report greater affective organisa-
tional commitment and job involvement are also likely to experience greater training
motivation. The findings also indicate that utility perceptions hold a significant
positive correlation with MTIWL, perhaps suggesting that the greater the perceived
usefulness of training for work performance, the higher the trainees’ motivation to
learn the material and transfer their learning to the work environment. However,
such conclusions cannot be reached on the basis of correlative data alone. Therefore,
further exploration was necessary.
Table 5. Results of linear regression using motivation to transfer learning as the dependent
variable and job involvement, utility perceptions, and the interaction variable as the predictor
variables.
Variable B Std. Error β Sig.
Job involvement .070 .064 .073 .279
Utility perceptions 3.437 .304 .747 .000**
Interaction −.156 .757 −.013 .838
**Significant result at p < .01.
*Significant result at p < .05.
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Affective organisational commitment and utility perceptions as predictors of
trainees’motivation to learn
The results of the first multiple regression suggested a direct effect of affective
organisational commitment and utility perceptions on trainees’ motivation to learn.
The hypothesised presence of an interaction effect was also supported, confirming
that the relationship between affective organisational commitment and motivation to
learn is moderated by utility perceptions. However, the nature of this interaction was
surprising. Instead of affective organisational commitment demonstrating a greater
effect on motivation to learn with more positive utility perceptions, the interaction
effect suggested that increased affective organisational commitment predicted
motivation to learn with less positive utility perceptions.
Utility perceptions would appear to be a motivating force on their own. The
importance of affective organisational commitment in the learning context seems to
be that individuals with greater affective organisational commitment are likely to
demonstrate greater motivation to learn when training is perceived to be less useful
for work performance. This probably suggests that affective organisational commit-
ment is of secondary importance in the prediction of motivation to learn. Higher
levels of attachment to an organisation correspond with a greater likelihood of the
positive evaluation of organisational initiatives (Meyer, Allen, and Smith 1993).
Hence, it is to be expected that increased affective organisational commitment is
related to an increased willingness to actively learn the content of training
programmes that are perceived to be of little use to one’s job. So, while most
employees appear to be motivated to learn in training programmes they perceive to
be high in utility, with diminished usefulness, it is the highly committed employees
who will exhibit greater motivation to learn. As such, it appears that motivation to
learn the content of training programmes for employees with strong organisational
commitment may stem from their pre-training feelings and attitudes toward the
organisation rather than from the perceived usefulness of the training itself.
Affective organisational commitment and utility perceptions of training as
predictors of trainees’motivation to transfer learning
Contrary to the third hypothesis, there was no evidence of an interaction effect
between affective organisational commitment and utility perceptions in the
prediction of motivation to transfer learning. However, there was evidence of direct
effects of each of these variables. The findings suggest that affective organisational
commitment and the perceived usefulness of the training for work performance are
important factors in determining how likely an individual is to be motivated to
transfer learning acquired in training back to the workplace. These results are
consistent with a large body of existing research (e.g. Bhatti and Kaur 2010; Carlson
et al. 2000; Colquitt, Le Pine, and Noe 2000; Noe and Schmitt 1986; Ruona et al.
2002; Tracey et al. 2001) and provide further support for the role of organisational
commitment in the most recent model of transfer of learning, which places this
factor as an independent predictor of MTIWL (Holton 2005).
However, the findings also suggest that the position of utility perceptions within
the theoretical model should be reconsidered in light of its influence on MTIWL. In
practical terms, these results suggest that committed employees are likely to be more
motivated than their less-committed colleagues to transfer their learning back to the
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job. However, even those less-committed employees are likely to experience
increased motivation to transfer when they perceive the training to be highly useful
for work performance.
Job involvement and utility perceptions as predictors of trainees’motivation to
learn and motivation to transfer learning
Consistent with the findings reported for H2 and H3, the results suggest that more
positive utility perceptions are likely to elicit greater motivation to learn and greater
motivation to transfer learning. These findings are in line with previous studies that
have suggested a relationship between the perceived usefulness and relevance of
training and motivation to transfer (Noe and Schmitt 1986; Ruona et al. 2002). This
study extends the examination of the relationship between the models’ elements by
additionally suggesting that utility perceptions have an impact on motivation to learn
and therefore the entire MTIWL construct.
The findings from the multiple regression also suggest that in accordance with
Holton’s (2005) model, the more trainees are concerned about, and psychologically
identify with their job, the greater the likelihood that they will display a strong
motivation to learn. However, unexpectedly, there was no evidence of a predictive
effect of job involvement over motivation to transfer learning. Further, the analysis
failed to detect any significant interaction effect, suggesting that job involvement
predicts motivation to learn, regardless of the perceived utility of the training.
These findings are inconclusive, in accordance with the prevalent literature
exploring the relationship between job involvement and training motivation
constructs. Part of the difficulty in explaining such results may be due to the use of
varying measures of job involvement between studies, and subsequently incompara-
ble data. Further investigation with a comparison of the varying measures of job
involvement is necessary to achieve clarity.
Limitations and future directions
The operationalisation of utility perceptions is a limitation of this study and raises
two issues that necessitate further exploration. First, it is possible that these results
are confounded by the fact that this construct was measured using a single item from
the Training Attitudes Inventory. The initial correlations between job involvement
and both the training motivation variables may be due to the measurement of utility
perceptions. Further research using an alternative measure of utility perceptions that
is separate from the measures of training motivation may assist in clarifying these
findings and provide stronger support for a relationship between the perceived utility
of a training programme and both motivation to learn and motivation to transfer
learning.
The second issue of concern in relation to the operationalisation of utility
perceptions is that it allowed for the measurement of only work-related utility
perceptions. The usefulness of the training for career and personal reasons could not
be gauged. Training that was not perceived to be of high usefulness for work perfor-
mance may or may not have been considered relevant to the individual’s career or
personal development. As such, it would be useful to distinguish between training
that is relevant in one or more of these areas, as well as training that is perceived to
be of low use to the individual’s job, career and personal development. It is conceiv-
Journal of Vocational Education and Training 617
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able that all training considered useful was also considered personally relevant,
which may in part account for the reported effect of perceived utility on levels of
training motivation. Further exploration and differentiation between training
programmes based on perceived utility might establish the relevance and usefulness
of training as a better predictor of training motivation than job attitudes.
The current study provides some support for affective organisational
commitment, job involvement and utility perceptions as predictors of employees’
reported motivation to learn and motivation to transfer learning. Given that training
motivation is widely accepted as a strong predictor of an individual’s transfer of
learning, it is concluded that these variables are also of importance in maximising
the potential for transfer and hence the effectiveness of a given training programme.
In particular, training that is perceived to be useful for work performance is likely to
elicit greater training motivation from all staff, and higher affective organisational
commitment is likely to correspond with increased motivation to learn and
motivation to transfer learning, especially when training is perceived to be of low
utility. Job involvement would also appear to assist in predicting motivation to learn.
However, further investigation using various measures of job involvement may
provide greater clarity concerning its relationship with the entire MTIWL construct.
The applied value of these findings suggests that when training is perceived to
lack usefulness for work performance, only individuals with high affective organisa-
tional commitment are likely to exhibit strong motivation to learn. As such, it is
suggested that the design and delivery of training should emphasise the relevance
and utility of the programme in order to encourage greater trainee motivation and
maximise return on investment. Additionally, implementing strategies aimed at
promoting organisational commitment would appear beneficial. These goals can be
achieved through the increased communication of organisational support for the
training programme (Madera, Steele, and Beir 2011) and purposeful communication
between supervisors, employees and peers about the benefits of the training become
more important when perceived utility of training is low (Martin 2010).
This study provided support for Holton’s (2005) Revised HRD Evaluation and
Research Model, and demonstrated that job attitudes predict trainee motivation. It
also supports the inclusion of utility perceptions within this model. However, the
study suggests that both research and practice may benefit from greater evaluation
of the relationship between this construct and MTIWL.
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